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years of selfless commitment to the
Amagansett community. Much like his
athletic accomplishments in track and
field, he has left behind a legacy that
will surely go unrivaled for some time
to come.e®

“ILLUSORY GAME OF ARMS
CONTROL”

e Mr. KYL. Mr. President, during the
recent Senate debate over the Chemi-
cal Weapons Convention, a great deal
of discussion centered on the proper
role of arms control agreements. | rec-
ommend the Washington Times op-ed
by Sven Kraemer, who served as Direc-
tor of Arms Control at the National Se-
curity Council during the Reagan ad-
ministration to anyone interested in
the subject. | ask that it be printed in
the RECORD.
The op-ed follows:
[From the Washington Times, May 11, 1997]
ILLUSORY GAME OF ARMS CONTROL
(By Sven Kraemer)

“They cry ‘peace,’” but there is no peace.”
Jeremiah’s lament about the false prophets
of peace applies tragically to the false proph-
ets of arms control who won Senate ratifica-
tion of the proposed Chemical Weapons Con-
vention (CWC) recently. They cry ‘“‘arms con-
trol,”” but there is no arms control.

CWC supporters saw the CWC as an ‘“‘arms
control”” talisman to ward off evil powers
and ‘“‘to ban forever the scourge of chemical
weapons from the face of the globe.”” They
proclaimed it a global ban although the CWC
is far from global in its list of banned chemi-
cal precursors and in the number of states
likely to sign or to ratify it. They pro-
claimed it as “‘arms control’’ while admit-
ting it cannot be effectively verified or en-
forced and it cannot stop, and even risks
abetting, proliferation.

Such false prophets and fatal flaws are
tragically common to other ‘“‘arms control”’
items on President Clinton’s radical agenda
headed for Senate review. These include pro-
posed ‘“‘bans’ on nuclear testing, biological
weapons, fissile materials and land mines, a
START Il “framework’” that vitiates
START II, and a Helsinki summit agreement
setting new limits on missile defenses. They
don’t build foundations or bridges for arms
control in the 21st century, but are more like
bungee jumps. Counting on miracles, spec-
tacle and concessions rather than effective
measures to control and protect against
arms, they miss both the opportunities and
the obligations of serious arms control and
responsible leadership.

CWC supporters claimed years of political
legitimacy for the CWC and declared that a
“no”” vote would destroy U.S. leadership,
wrecking a long effort to establish high
international arms control norms and plac-
ing the United States on the side of pariah
states. But it is a ‘“‘yes’ vote that puts the
United States on the side of pariahs. A ““no”
vote would have embarrassed a few officials,
but would have marked a principled U.S.
stand, supported by American public opin-
ion, against a fatally flawed arms control ap-
proach that rewards pariahs and rogues, low-
ers already low arms control standards and
seriously endangers our own security.

NEXT STEPS

The required leadership won’t come from
the White House and its misguided Senate
supporters. The task of critique, reinvention
and leadership will come from the unprece-
dented coalition of courageous senators,
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former Cabinet-level officials, key business-
men, and leaders of some 40 citizens groups
who joined in opposition to the CWC and who
want serious arms control, serious defense,
and serious protection of our citizens’ rights.
CWC funding and implementation legislation
provide early opportunities for such leader-
ship in correcting the treaty’s fatal flaws.
The extraordinary Kyl-Lott-Helms, et al.
“Chemical and Biological Weapons Threat
Reduction Act” passed by the Senate the
week before the CWC vote, will be an excel-
lent foundation for that effort.

For the future, CWC opponents will be
more dubious than ever about the adminis-
tration’s blizzards of misinformation and the
next items on Mr. Clinton’s radical agenda.
Their concerns are backed by Luntz polls
that show the American people to be over-
whelmingly opposed to treaties like the CWC
which cannot be effectively verified or en-
forced, which create costly and intrusive new
U.N.-style international bureaucracies, and
which endanger U.S. rights and weaken U.S.
security. The administration and its Senate
supporters have been put on notice.

To silence such critics and undermine po-
tential long-term opposition, Clinton CWC
supporters have sought political cover by in-
voking George Bush and even Ronald Reagan
for their efforts. A George Bush signature
was presented as necessarily guaranteeing
effective ‘““arms control,” and the CWC was
even declared a ‘“‘Reagan treaty.” In the
wake of the Senate vote, such claims require
new review and rebuttal.

The Bush signature guarantees nothing.
Grave flaws were evident in the CWC when it
was rushed to signature in the closing days
of the Bush presidency in January 1993. In
the four years since then, changed global
conditions have turned these flaws into dead-
ly gambles. Left standing, the CWC flaws,
high-risk Clinton arms control and defense
policies, and dangerous international devel-
opments (notably including severe prolifera-
tion problems fostered by Russian and Chi-
nese violations which the Clinton adminis-
tration rewards instead of engages) will be
heading the United States into the bull’s eye
of disaster.

THREE REAGAN LESSONS AND LEGACIES FOR THE
FUTURE

The invocation of Ronald Reagan on behalf
of the CWC and similar spurious arms con-
trol efforts is particularly ironic. Mr. Rea-
gan’s understanding of history and his ap-
proach to arms control are repudiated by the
CWC’s underlying assumptions, provisions
and impact. Mr. Reagan often spoke of the
historic reality that arms control agree-
ments were routinely violated by dictators
and rogues unfettered by the democratic
hopes, principles and processes of the Amer-
ican people and their allies. He often spoke
of the high cost paid in lives and treasure for
trust in such agreements, including those
from the 1970’s, which were being systemati-
cally violated by the Soviet Union. His strat-
egy of ‘“‘peace through strength’”” won the
Cold War in part because he redefined arms
control in terms of its contribution to Amer-
ica’s security, not as a matter of trust in a
““process’ or as an end in itself.

DEALING WITH DICTATORS AND ROGUES

Enforcing compliance, ending prolifera-
tion: From the beginning of his presidency,
Ronald Reagan’s arms control approach re-
jected the prevalent lowest common denomi-
nator approach of his predecessors in nego-
tiations with dictators and rogues, and fo-
cused instead on mastering the task of work-
ing with democratic allies effectively to con-
strain, deter and defend against such evil
powers. This task is more important than
ever in today’s world as lIraq, Iran, North
Korea, Libya, Syria and their chief suppliers

June 18, 1997

in Moscow and Beijing routinely violate a
wide range of anti-proliferation and other
arms control agreements and as the Clinton
administration fails to enforce these treaties
or even to implement U.S. laws providing
sanctions for such behavior.

To start with, Mr. Reagan insisted that
violations of existing treaties had to be ex-
posed and corrected before new ones could be
signed. And for chemical, biological and
toxin weapons, the first two years of the
Reagan presidency focused on assessing and
reporting such violations and seeking correc-
tion, especially concerning Soviet Produc-
tion and use. The Reagan compliance reports
were unprecedented in accurately presenting
the threat and in pressing the case for estab-
lishing higher norms for international arms
control compliance. Thus, when he had Vice
President George Bush table a preliminary
draft CW Convention in April 1984, half of the
press and diplomatic kit made available by
the White House and the vice president pro-
vided detailed information on troublesome
Soviet activities that had to be corrected be-
fore CW arms control could begin to be taken
seriously.

Mr. Reagan’s CWC draft did not contain
the ““poisons for peace’” language of the cur-
rent CWC’s Article Xl which requires ‘“‘the
fullest possible exchange of chemicals, equip-
ment and information” and which forbids
“the maintenance of restrictions.” Nor did
his CWC draft contain the other pro-pro-
liferation clause, Article X, which declares
that ““nothing in this Convention shall be in-
terpreted as impeding the rights of States
Parties to request and provide assistance bi-
laterally.”’

EFFECTIVE VERIFICATION, ENFORCEMENT AND

INSURANCE CAPABILITIES

Mr. Reagan insisted that serious arms con-
trol treaties had to impose real, verifiable
and enforceable restrictions, not the ‘‘nu-
clear freeze’’-type illusions demanded by the
Soviet Union and favored by the self-styled
U.S. ““arms control” lobby. Thus, he pro-
posed the “‘zero option’ for Intermediate-Nu-
clear Forces in 1981 and a ‘“‘deep cuts’ Stra-
tegic Arms Reduction Treaty in 1982. And
when a draft CW Convention was tabled in
Geneva in 1984, Mr. Reagan insisted on an
interagency and international work program
focused on a long-term effort to try to de-
velop such effective restrictions in the fu-
ture. Reflecting this Reagan imperative,
George Bush told the Geneva press: ‘“‘Let’s
try to use this as a beginning, a place to get
a start on the negotiations.”

Mr. Reagan insisted that effective arms
control required U.S. security capabilities in
place to provide the insurance of high-con-
fidence U.S. verification, enforcement and
defense, and he required that such capabili-
ties be certified for each arms control pro-
posal by the U.S. intelligence community
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. For chemical
weapons, he required enhanced intelligence,
robust anti-chemical defenses, and a small
residual stock of modern chemical weapons
to provide enforcement and negotiation le-
verage until a period near the end of the
final weapons destruction date.

In addition to such U.S. insurance capabili-
ties for specific arms control treaties, Mr.
Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative, intro-
duced in March 1983 (a year before the draft
CWC was tabled), provided for deterrence and
defense based on protection rather than on
his predecessors’ dubious Cold War policy of
Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD). The
American people, and people around the
world, were to share the benefits of the ac-
celerated development and deployment of ad-
vanced U.S. theater and strategic defenses to
be available against missiles—the delivery
system of choice most threatening in the use
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of chemicals, toxins and other weapons of
mass destruction. As late as 1992, George
Bush and Boris Yeltsin agreed that at least
a limited global anti-missile defense system
(GPALS) would be important to security and
stability.

In contrast to the Reagan defense insur-
ance policies, the United States is not only
unilaterally eliminating its chemical stock-
piles, a move other nations are not follow-
ing, but the Clinton administration is cut-
ting back several hundred million dollars in
U.S. chemical defense investment, reducing
its intelligence, dumbing down theater mis-
sile defenses, and further postponing the na-
tional missile defense deployments required
to protect the American people against
growing threats from rogues and from acci-
dental launches.

PROTECTING U.S. CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS AND
U.S. SOVEREIGNTY

Mr. Reagan’s arms control policies insisted
on assuring U.S. constitutional rights and
protecting U.S. sovereignty. His CWC inter-
agency work program reflected the require-
ment to study and to try to resolve the seri-
ous Fourth and Fifth Amendment dilemmas
raised by extensive CWC reporting, regu-
latory and inspection requirements, which in
the current CWC potentially affect the rights
and budgetary and proprietary interests of
up to 8,000 U.S. companies. Unlike the cur-
rent CWC, Mr. Reagan’s draft CWC of 1984
had the United States and other permanent
members of the U.N. Security Council as five
guaranteed members of the CWC Executive
Council, and required a Preparatory Con-
ference and other forums to operate by con-
sensus, providing a U.S. voice and veto when
CWC provisions and processes required
amendment.

As the Senate now reviews CW implement-
ing legislation, funding requirements and
other elements of the radical Clinton agen-
da, it should send its own veto on behalf of
U.S. security and serious arms control. In
the face of the globe’s gathering storms, it is
not too late ‘““to provide for the common de-
fense”” and to prevent the historic tragedy
now unfolding because of U.S. reliance on
“‘arms control”’ illusions.e

HALTING NEW DEPLOYMENTS OF
LANDMINES

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | rise
today in support of the bill to halt the
unmitigated spread of landmines spon-
sored by Senator LEAHY and Senator
HAGEL. In particular, | laud Senator
LEAHY’s tireless efforts in lining up
over half the Members of the Senate
behind this important legislation. Also,
Senator HAGEL’s experience as an
Army sergeant in Vietnam and his un-
relenting support for veterans and the
military make his leadership role on
this bill quite appropriate.

This bill would halt new deployments
of U.S. antipersonnel mines starting on
January 1, 2000. What better way to
open the new millennium than to
clamp down on these hidden, unman-
ageable devices that Kkill or injure
someone somewhere every 22 minutes.

Let’s not lose sight of the fact that
landmines kill and maim without im-
punity—men, women, and children
alike will continue to lose their lives
or limbs as long as landmines remain
buried around the globe. That at-
tribute, the completely random killing,
sets these devices apart from all other
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weapons of war, with the possible ex-
ception of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. Yet, even a hydrogen bomb can-
not Kill a child playing in a pasture a
decade after the bomb was dropped.

Today there are 100 million land
mines in 68 countries that wait po-
tently to explode, be it tomorrow,
years from now, or decades hence. More
soldiers, U.N. peacekeepers, and chil-
dren will surely lose their lives before
the world acts to stem the tide of these
horrible weapons. The question is: How
many hundreds more must die need-
lessly before we pursue vigorously a
treaty banning antipersonnel land-
mines?

Late last year, the U.N. General As-
sembly resolved, without a single dis-
senting vote, to do just that. Having
introduced that resolution in our cus-
tomary role as world leader, we must
now take action.e

WENDY GRAMM’S GRADUATION
SPEECH GIVEN AT TRI STATE
COLLEGE

e Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | ask
to have printed in the RECORD a grad-
uation speech given by Wendy Gramm
at Tri-State College. | think it is an in-
spirational message to young people.
Wendy, while very accomplished in her
own right, is also the wife of Senator
PHIL GRAMM. While this speech is about
a significant man in her life, she re-
called stories about her father, not her
husband.

The central message of the speech is
drawn from the personal experiences of
three generations of Wendy Gramm’s
family. Mrs. Gramms’ father graduated
from this institution of higher learning
with a degree in engineering.

During this commencement, Wendy
was awarded an honorary doctorate de-
gree from her father’s alma mater. In
her speech, Wendy talked about the
traits that made her father successful.
Mrs. Gramm'’s point is that these same
traits can make the graduating class a
success. These traits include: define
goals, work hard, show leadership,
practice the highest standard of ethics.

Wendy Gramm gave the students her
definition of what makes a leader:
“Leaders lead by example, and must
show honesty and fairness always.”’

The text of the speech follows:

Congratulations to graduates, parents,
teachers, relatives and friends. You’ve done
it and you deserve congratulations.

All too often we work so hard, focused on
where we are going, and fail to stop and
enjoy what we’ve accomplished. You’ve
heard it before—and it’s true—Ilife is not a
destination, but a trainride, so enjoy the
ride. Enjoy your accomplishments today.
Pat yourself on the back. And take time to
thank those who helped you.

This is a special day for you—and for me,
too. | will celebrate receiving this honorary
degree—and will make everyone call me doc-
tor-doctor for today. Today is also special
because my father graduated from TriState,
61 years ago. My mom is here, as well as
much of my family—my husband, one son
(the other is studying for exams), and two
sisters and a brother-in-law.
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Let me tell you his story, because | believe
his story has lessons for all of us today. The
stories also illustrate what | believe are es-
sential qualities of leadership and rules for a
full, happy, and successful life.

My grandparents came from Korea at the
beginning of the century to work in the
sugar cane fields of Hawaii. They came as
contract laborers, meaning they paid for
their way over by agreeing to work in the
sugar cane fields for a number of years—new
indentured laborers. They came with noth-
ing, not even knowing the language. They
came looking for freedom and opportunity.

My father, Joshua, was the second in a
family of 12 children.

The first story is about having dreams and
goals in life. When my father was in high
school, there was an essay contest—students
were asked to write an essay about what
they could do to make this a better country.
Dad thought and thought, as the minutes
ticked by and the blank page stared up at
him (you know the feeling). He wondered,
what could a beach bum like Joe Lee do that
would affect a whole country? The answer
came to him in the middle of that contest—
he could do the most for his country if he
made something of himself.

He won the contest and $25, a small fortune
in the early 1930s.

The essay contest helped define his goals
in life, and he decided to pursue his dream—
of becoming an engineer and making some-
thing of himself. He started college at the
University of Hawaii, but ran out of money.
So he worked in a laundry.

The next summer a classmate of his told
him he was going to Tri-State College to
study engineering. My grandmother told my
father—I'll give you money for transpor-
tation to Indiana—the rest is up to you.

Dad set a goal, and worked hard—to find a
way to reach the goal. A second important
quality for success is commitment to a goal.
And dad was committed. Upon arriving in
Angola, he lived first few days on day old
bread and pork and beans—still loved p&b.

He found room and board in the home of
the postmistress in town, and helped in the
yard and tended the furnace. She was a kind
a gracious lady, and dad couldn’t believe it
when he visited her 25 years later in 1950. She
looked exactly the same!

The first job he applied for was at a res-
taurant. The restaurant owner told dad that
he was thinking of getting a dishwashing
machine. My dad said he could wash dishes
faster and better than the new dishwashing
machine—he would race the machine for the
job. My father won the race and the job.

He worked his way through Tri-State, gen-
erally holding three jobs at the same time,
working in two restaurants, as a tree sur-
geon and painting trim on houses, along with
his furnace tending and yard work.

The third important quality for leadership
and success is my favorite story about Tri-
State. Dad had gone to class where they
went over a test they had taken. During the
class, Dad realized that the professor had
made a mistake and had given him a higher
grade than he deserved. So we went up to the
professor after class and told him of the
error. The professor then said that he had de-
liberately made mistakes on all the stu-
dents’ tests, and Dad was the only student
who came up to him and admitted it. | don’t
remember the punch line—I believe the pro-
fessor gave Dad an A for the test—but the
punch line isn’t important. What is impor-
tant is that Dad had the highest standards of
ethics.

Perhaps the most important quality of a
leader is the highest level of integrity—Ilead-
ers lead by example, and so must show hon-
esty and fairness always.

Regrets? Not having gone to a big 10 foot-
ball game. Remember what | said earlier
about enjoying your day, and the train ride.
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